Pittman claims that his constant complaints of a lack of ven-
tilation on Friday, Saturday., and Monday, January 15, 16, and
18, 1982, were a tremendous irritant to Thomas because Thomas
was so anxious to maintain a record of high production from
the No. 3 Mine that he could not give Pittman's complaints the
attention that they deserved because precious production time
would have been lost and coal output would have declined.  It
is further argued that since Thomas had ordered Pittman to go
ahead and produce coal without adequate ventilation so as to
achieve high production goals, Thomas could not run the risk
of admitting to Blankenship that he knew Pittman was producing
coal without adequate ventilation because such an admission '
might well have resulted in his own discharge as well as
Pittman's.

The aforesaid arguments are not convincing for a number
of reasons.  First, the comments in Pittman's 1977 performance
rating state that management considered Pittman to be "produc-
tion oriented" (Exh. 10; Tr. 34).  Since one would assume that
all management personnel are production oriented, it is sur-
prising that Pittman's supervisor would have bothered to note
that Pittman was production oriented unless he had observed
that Pittman had an unusual proclivity for achieving high pro-
duction.  Additionally, one of the shift foremen, Rudy Toney,
testified that Pittman was known to be a foreman with a good
production record and that he had recommended that Pittman not
be fired for taking a day off without obtaining advance permis-
sion because he believed that Pittman's good production record
justified his being given another chance (Tr. 1304).  Since
Pittman already had a reputation for achieving high rates of
production, it is unlikely that Blankenship would have been
unduly critical of Pittman if his production had been down a
little below average because he had had to spend more time
than usual on January 15 and 18, 1982, in establishing ade-
quate ventilation on his section.

A second reason for rejecting Pittman's arguments about
Thomas's obsession with production is that, even with the in-
adequate ventilation which undeniably existed during Pittman's
entire shift on Friday, January 15, and up to about 2 p.m. on
Monday, January 18, Pittman's section produced 109 shuttle
cars of coal on Friday and 100 shuttle cars on Monday (Exhs.
A and C; Tr. 832-833).  Production of 100 shuttle cars is con-
sidered to be a normal producing day (Tr. 341; 353; 885; 1655).
Yet Pittman said that it was so dusty that the roof bolters
had to stop working from time to time just to allow the dust
to abate and that would have retarded normal production activ-
ities (Tr. 411).  As I have hereinbefore demonstrated on page
20, supra, it should not have taken Pittman more than 15 min-
utes to find and correct the cause of his inadequate air supply
at the working faces, if he had been the competent section
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